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Abstract. The Case is brought under Articles 78.1, 81.1 and 89 of the Code to resolve
a controversy surrounding the stem of family-group names based on Ortalis Merrem,
1786, a genus of large, pheasant-like birds (chachalacas) of the New World. This
genus has a junior homonym in Diptera, Ortalis Fallén, 1810, and various family-
group names based on the dipteran genus were proposed before anyone noticed the
homonymy. Despite their invalidity under Article 39 of the Code, these dipteran
names remain available names, preoccupying obvious stems for avian family-group
names. A new tribe ORTALIDAINI Donegan, 2012 was proposed for the avian Ortalis,
its non-standard stem Ortalida- being chosen under Article 29.6 of the Code to avoid
homonymy with dipteran names. Subsequently, an attempt was made to emend
ORTALIDAINI to ORTALISINI David, 2014, but the emended name is identical in spelling -
to the available dipteran name orTALISINI Acloque, 1897. Acceptance of ORTALIDAINI
as the valid spelling might be threatened as a result of the differing English and
French versions of Article 29.3.3 of the Code concerning family-name stem forma-
tion, the French preventing an otherwise valid emendation of this name, but the
English not. The Commission is asked to choose between (i) endorsing ORTALIDAINI
Donegan, 2012 as being based on an ‘appropriate’ stem under Article 29.6; or (ii)
using its plenary power to suppress ORTALISINI Acloque 1897 in favour of David
(2014)‘s junior homonym ORTALISINI, giving precedence to the English version of
Article 29.3.3 of the Code and deeming David (2014)’s emendation to be valid on
different grounds to those stated (i.e. ORTALIDAINI being inappropriate under Article
29.6); or (i11) suppressing all competing family-group names based on Ortalis Fallén,
1810 and making the ‘standard’ family-group name oRTALIDINI thereby capable of
usage in Aves.
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1. The genus Ortalis Merrem, 1786 (p. 40) was established with the type species
Phasianus motmot Linnaeus, 1766 (p. 271) by monotypy. It is used today for a group
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of New World gallinaceous birds known as chachalacas (CRACIDAE). Merrem’s (1786)
description reads as follows: ‘Quod genus, cum multas sane species comprehendat, in
plures phalanges dividendum videtur, quarum primam cum Linnaeo atque Brissonio
Cracem, eam, ad quam nostra pertinet species, Penelopen, tertiam, ad quam
Phasianus Motmot et similes ei referendae sunt aves, Ortalida appello.” [Which genus,
as it indeed includes many species, is seen as divided into several groups, of which the
first, in agreement with Linnaeus and Brisson, is [Crax]; the one to which our species
[ Penelope] pertains; and third, one to which Phasianus Motmot and the birds similar
to it are referred, that I call [Ortalis].] Under Article 11.8.1 of the Code, the correct
original spelling of this generic name is the nominative singular form Ortalis, not the
accusative form Ortalida which i1s required grammatically by the preceding word
‘appello’ in Merrem’s (1786) Latin text. ‘Penelopen’ (for Penelope Merrem, 1786),
‘Meleagridem’ (for Meleagris Linnaeus, 1758) and ‘Cracem’ (for Crax Linnaeus,
1758) appear in the same passage for the same reason. The spelling ‘Ortalida’ was,
nonetheless, used as valid by ornithologists for almost a century (e.g. by Lesson, 1828
(p. 217); Jardine, 1847 (p. 374); Bonaparte, 1856 (p. 875); Gray, 1867 (pp. 10-13);
Sclater & Salvin, 1870 (pp. 505-511, 521, 531-543) and other authors cited by the
latter). Gloger (1841, p. 373) used the spelling Ortalis without explanation, but after
Wharton’s (1879) explanation of the need for a correction, use of the spelling Ortalis
for the chachalacas has been universal.

3. During the ¢.100 years of usage of the misspelled generic name ‘Ortalida’ for
chachalacas, Ortalis Fallén, 1810 (p. 17) was described in Diptera, with type species
Musca vibrans Linnaeus, 1758 by subsequent designation of Westwood (1840, p.
149). This genus became the type of a family-group name, which was itself given a
multitude of different forms and spellings during the 1800s, including the following
relevant to this Case: oRTALIDES Fallén, 1810 (p. 17), ORTALIDAE sensu Swainson, 1840
(p. 378), ORTALIDIDAE sensu Harris, 1841 (p. 416) and orRTALISINI sensu Acloque, 1897
(p. 483). Several other unjustified emendations and misspellings are listed by
Sabrosky (1999). Synonymy of the two names Ortalis was first noted in entomology
by Aldrich (1933, p. 7), whereupon Ghesquiere (1947, p. 691) proposed Ortaliscus as
a replacement name for Ortalis Fallén, 1810 and made this the type genus of a new
family, oRTALISCIDAE Ghesquiere, 1947 (p. 691). Family-group names for this group
of flies were discussed by Sabrosky (1946, pp.170-171) who proposed using
CEROXYDIDAE for the group.

4. The dipteran ‘Fam. Ortalides’ was proposed by Fallén (1810, p. 15) in an entirely
Latin work. This name is therefore not a French vernacular plural, but a Latin name
with a non-standard ending. It was not until later (Strickland et al., 1842) that the
convention of ending families with —idae, and subfamilies with —inae, became more
consistently applied and much later when this was mandated. Sabrosky (1999, p. 226)
recognised Fallén (1810) as the authority for family-group names based on Ortalis
Fallen, 1810. Swainson (1840) was apparently the first to adopt a Latinised form
acceptable under Articles 29.1, 29.2 and 29.3.1.1 of the Code, viz., oRTALIDAE. This
spelling is a justified emendation of orRTALIDES under Articles 33.2.2 and 32.5.3.1 of
the Code. Soon after, Harris (1841, p. 15) mentioned Fallén’s (1810) original
ORTALIDES and introduced a new spelling, ORTALIDIDAE (p. 416). He was apparently
not aware of, and did not cite, Swainson’s (1840) prior work or spelling. Despite the
wide page-gap, Harris (1841) cited both the old and proposed new spellings, so
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ORTALIDIDAE 1s to be regarded as a demonstrably intentional emendation under
Article 33.2.1 of the Code. Inasmuch as it involves the correction of a family-level
suffix, it 1s also a justified emendation under Articles 33.2.2 and 32.5.3.1. Like
ORTALIDAE, ORTALIDIDAE 18 to be attributed to Fallén, 1810. Whether ORTALIDAE or
ORTALIDIDAE, 1f either, is the ‘correct original spelling’ depends on three factors:
whether the stem is correctly formed (Article 29.3), whether or not the name enjoys
prevailing usage (Article 29.5), and whether there are any other competing names
(one of which is discussed in the next paragraph). According to Brown (1956, p. 146),
‘ortalis’ 1s a Greek noun meaning ‘young bird, chick, fowl’, with the genitive form
‘ortalidos’. As a result, the etymologically correct stem for family-group name
formation is ‘Ortalid-’.

5. The name orTALISINI was introduced by Acloque (1897, p. 483) for a group of
unspecified rank within the ‘tribus’ that he called Muscii (= MUscIDAE Latreille, 1802
emend. Kirby & Spence, 1815). ‘Ortalis Fallén 1810’ is cited at the end of Acloque’s
account (p. 484), so 1t seems reasonable to regard ORTALISINI as a family-group name
for a sub-tribe. It was introduced without reference to previous family-group names
or earlier spellings, and it differs from them in using the entire name of the type genus
Ortalis as the stem to which a suffix is added, as permitted under Article 29.1 of the
Code. orTALISINI Acloque, 1897 is available by indication under Article 12.2.4 if it is
an emendation and not a mis-spelling. Acloque (1897) made no statement of intent
to change earlier spellings, and he did not cite any previous spellings, so his ORTALISINI
is not an emendation under either the first or second criteria listed in Article 33.2.1
of the Code. However, he did form multiple stems for taxa of the same rank as
ORTALISINI based, as for Ortalis, on the full names of their type genera. Within his
‘Muscir’, examples are SEPEDONINI Acloque, 1897 (p. 481) based on Sepedon Latreille,
1804, TEPHRITISINI Acloque, 1897 (p. 484) based on Tephritis Latreille, 1804 and
SEPSISINI Acloque, 1897 (p. 484) based on Sepsis Fallén, 1810. Acloque (1897, p. 33)
also formed a family-group name in Odonata as MYRMELEONINI based on Myrmeleon
Linnaeus, 1767. Sabrosky (1999, pp. 226, 280, 302) regarded SEPEDONINI as a
valid family-group name with Acloque’s authorship, but he treated sepsisiNi and
TEPHRITISINI as mis-spellings and failed to mention orRTALISINI. Because ‘two or more
names in the same work are treated in a similar way’, Acloque (1897)’s family-group
names ending -ini based on full genus names are deemed to satisfy the requirement
for ‘intentional change’ and are therefore attempted emendations under the third
criterion listed in Article 33.2.1 (at least, for instances such as ORTALISINI, in which a
change actually resulted). Acloque (1897)’s names are not justified emendations
under Articles 33.2.2 and 32.5.3.1, though, because the suffixes are incorrectly
formed: -ini is the prescribed suffix for a tribe and —ina for a subtribe (Article 29.2 of
the Code) whilst, as noted above, Acloque’s ORTALISINI was proposed at an unstated
rank below ‘tribus’ so should better have been spelled using a sub-tribe termination
‘—ina’. However, either as a new name or as an unjustified emendation, ORTALISINI
Acloque, 1897 is an available family-group name with its own authorship. Because it
has not apparently been used again, except in a reprint (Acloque 2003), ORTALISINI
Acloque, 1897 does not threaten prevailing usage of the names discussed in
paragraph 4.

6. Donegan (2012, p. 42) proposed a new avian family-group name ORTALIDAINI
based on the type genus ‘Ortalis (or Ortalida) Merrem, 1786°. The stem Ortalida- was
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chosen to ‘avoid homonymy with names used in Diptera’ (p. 42), but I did not cite
all potentially conflicting names or discuss their availability. The names ORTALIDAE
Fallén, 1810 (emend. Swainson, 1840), oRTALIDIDAE Fallén, 1810 (emend. Harris,
1841) and ortALISINI Acloque, 1897 are here all considered available names whose
homonymy requires avoidance under Article 29.6, in the first two instances as
independently derived justified emendations the second of which is etymologically
correct and in the latter instance as an unjustified emendation with incorrect
termination and stem. These three names are all invalid under Article 39 of the Code
because their type genus is a junior homonym of Ortalis Merrem, 1786, but this does
not affect their status as available names either. In Donegan (2012, p. 42), I noted the
prior usage of the first two of these and ‘various alternatives for, or misspellings of,
those names . . . in the entomological literature (Sabrosky 1999)’. I also stated that the
‘stem for this name would ordinarily be Ortalid-’, but that stem is preoccupied by
ORTALIDIDAE Fallén, 1810. Article 29.6 of the Code requires avoidance of homonymy
through use of ‘an appropriate stem from the name of the type genus’, but for the
chachalacas, de novo use of the entire generic name as the stem, as advised in
Recommendation 29A, is not possible due to homonymy with orTALISINI Acloque,
1897. Article 29.6 does not prescribe a course of action when both the genitive stem
of the name and the stem based on the full generic name have both previously been
used, but it does allow an ‘appropriate’ stem to be formed. ‘Appropriateness’ of the
stem Ortalida- can be considered in the context of: (i) euphony of this combination
of letters, which are in the form of a first declension nominative Latin noun in the
puella group (Donegan, 2012, p. 43) so comparable to nouns ending —ida (cf.
regicida, patricida); and (ii) a nod to taxonomic history, due to coincidence of this
stem with the name used for almost a hundred years (albeit incorrectly) for the type
genus (Donegan, 2012, pp. 4243). Other potentially ‘appropriate’ stems are also
preoccupied, e.g. Ortal- by orRTALIDAE Fallén, 1810 and Ortali- by the coleopteran
tribe orRTALIINI Mulsant, 1850 (p. 892). The correct attribution of the latter might
better be to Crotch, 1874 (p. 274) because Mulsant (1850) used a vernacular form
which is not a ‘name’ under the Code. Pakaluk et al. (1994) and Bouchard et al.
(2011) treated Mulsant’s authorship as generally accepted. Neither the date of
publication nor authorship of this name have any impact on the present Case.

7. David (2014, p. 99) attempted to emend ORTALIDAINI Donegan, 2012 to
ORTALISINI Donegan, 2012, the original authorship being retained because David
(2014) considered this a justified emendation, citing Articles 32.2.2 and 33.2.2 of the
Code. David (2014), however, relied on Sabrosky (1999)’s list of family names in
Diptera without carrying out further online searches and was therefore unaware of
ORTALISINI Acloque, 1897. This makes moot all of David (2014)’s other arguments. It
is relevant to this Case, however, that his reasoning centred on a misconception that
Donegan (2012) had based orTALIDAINI on the full original misspelling Ortalida of the
type genus when the stem Ortalida- was expressly formed under Article 29.6 as an
‘appropriate’ stem to avoid homonymy and continuing usage of Ortalis as a genus
name was expressly endorsed. It might seem attractive to state that David (2014)
contains an unjustified emendation to a junior homonym and leave things at that.
Certainly, at present, ORTALIDAINI is the only proposed spelling which can currently
be treated as correct under a reasonable interpretation of the Code. However, doing
no more than asserting this results in an unstable situation. In particular, the spelling
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ORTALIDAINI could potentially be threatened by other emendations on the grounds
that other spellings are more ’appropriate’, particularly with reference to Articles
29.3.3 and 29.4 of the Code.

8. Under Article 29.4 of the Code, the spelling of a new family-group name such
as ORTALIDAINI, with a derivation that ‘does not follow the grammatical procedures of
Articles 29.3.1 or 29.3.2’ (i.e. the ‘traditional stem’ rules), is to be maintained and
cannot be emended if the name has a ‘correctly formed suffix’ under Article 29.2 of
the Code, which this name does, and if it is ‘formed from the name of the type genus
as though it were an arbitrary combination of letters [Art. 29.3.3]". Article 29.3.3 sets
out rules for formation of stems for names not based in Greek or Latin, so it is not
directly relevant to the description of orRTALIDAINI, which is based on the Greek noun
optalic (ortalis) and whose validity as a spelling is governed solely by Article 29.6.
However, other emendations (for example to the spellings ‘ORTALISIINI’ Or ‘ORTALI-
SAINT’, neither of which is currently preoccupied or here formally proposed in Aves)
could perhaps be attempted in future on the basis that oRTALIDAINI is ‘inappropriate’
for purposes of Article 29.6 (for example due to relevance of Articles 29.3.3-29.4 by
analogy) and hence is an incorrect original spelling under Article 32.4. Assuming that
the requirements under Article 32.4 could be considered satisfied for any such
emendation, which is not entirely clear, then the validity of the amendment would
turn on Article 29.4. To judge whether the last condition of Article 29.4 is met, it 1s
necessary to consider the English and French versions of Article 29.3.3 separately,
because they are worded quite differently. The English version states that ‘the stem
for the purposes of the Code is . .. either the entire generic name (see Article 29.6),
or the entire generic name with the ending elided, or the entire generic name with one
or more appropriate linking letters incorporated in order to form a more euphonious
family-group name’ (emphasis added). Application of this provision would allow
emendations to ORTALIDAINI (if the latter is not considered based on an appropriate’
stem) because the stem Ortalida- is formed by both an elision (of ‘s’) and the addition
of linking letters (‘da’). Under the French version of the Code, however, ORTALIDAINI
would be protected from any future emendation. The opening text of Article 29.3.3
is similar to the English version up to the words ‘new family-group taxon’. The
French Code then lists two (not three) ways of enacting modifications. The second of
these is: ‘soit la nom de genre avec sa terminaison €lidé, et une ou plusiers lettres de
liaison ajoutées . . ." [or it be the generic name with its ending elided, and one or more
connecting letters added . . .”] (emphasis added). The French wording thus requires a
combination of both elision and the addition of linking letters from the starting point
of the full generic name if the latter is modified for euphony, and such a combination
describes precisely the process by which orTALIDAINI can be formed. It seems likely
that ‘et’ in the passage quoted above is a mistranslation for what should have been
‘ou’: the Preface to the Fourth Edition of the Code (p. XVI) notes that the French
version largely represents a translation of a near-final working draft of the English.
The text of any other authorised version of the Code will depend on whether the
English or French was used as the basis for translation; at least the authorised
Russian and Japanese editions reflect the English text in this respect.

9. Subsequent to Donegan (2012) the chachalacas have been recognised taxonomi-
cally at the family-group level by various authors (Del Hoyo et al., 2014; McMullan
& Donegan, 2014), one of which (Remsen et al., 2014) has postponed changing its
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treatment while this Case progresses. Ornithological and linguistic authorities
specialising with Aves and the Research Coordinating Committee on Avian Nomen-
clature (RCCAN) have been consulted concerning other possible solutions to this
situation. In the absence of any consensus among reviewers of this Case and leading
ornithological nomenclature experts as to how it should be handled, it appears that
only the Commission has the ability to resolve 1t definitively.

10. There are three options here presented. The main purpose of this Case is to
resolve this controversy and stabilise nomenclature. Given what could be considered
a personal conflict as author of one of these name spellings, I will not express any
preference:

(a) Option 1 would be to endorse oRTALIDAINI Donegan, 2012 as a correct original
spelling. The name has had two instances of usage of which I am aware, largely
originating with the author (McMullan & Donegan, 2014, Donegan in Remsen, et
al., 2014). In favour of this approach, homonymy with previously used names has
already been avoided in the original description and no suppression or choice
between different language versions of the Code is necessary to adopt this approach.
ORTALIDAINI was the originally published name, so a decision to conserve it might also
promote stability and ease of usage and reference.

(b) Option 2 would be to conserve oRTALISINI Donegan, 2012 emend. David, 2014,
which has one instance of usage of which I am aware, in the form ORTALISINAE (Del
Hoyo et al., 2014). This would require suppression of ORTALISINI Acloque, 1897,
which has no material modern usage. The language discrepancy in Article 29.3.3 also
requires addressing under Option 2, since the issue of whether the original spelling
ORTALIDAINI 1s capable of being emended at all, and thus whether David’s (2014)
proposed replacement ORTALISINI can be treated as a justified emendation (even with
its rationale recast), depends on this. Under Option 2, the original spelling ORTALID-
AINI would be deemed not to have been based upon an ‘appropriate’ stem for
purposes of Article 29.6 and David (2014)’s emendation would be deemed recast as
being valid on that basis, despite the rationale presented therein. Option 2 would
promote greater universality in formation of family-group names than Option 1 and
involves fewer suppressions than Option 3. However, this requires a view to be taken
on the primacy of different language versions of the Code, an issue which may have
repercussions for other names even if the French edition is mis-translated. An
obvious secondary impact would be for family group names based on genera or with
endings which look Latin or Greek but actually have a different etymology. An
example 1s the current controversy between the spellings TACHURIDIDAE Ohlson,
Irestedt, Ericson & Fjeldsd, 2013 (which is valid under the French version of Articles
29.3.3 and 29.4 of the Code) and TAcHURISIDAE Ohlson, Irestedt, Ericson & Fjeldsa,
2013 emend. Franz, 2015 (which is valid under the English version of Articles 29.3.3
and 29.4 of the Code) for names based on Tachuris Lafresnaye, 1836 (formerly,
TYRANNIDAE: Aves). It is unclear as a matter of principle that names based on what
looks like a traditional stem should be invalidated, although this is what the English
language version of the Code provides. It may therefore be better to consider issues
arising from conflicts between these different versions of the Code, and an appro-
priate resolution to them, only following a detailed review of potential impacts on
other family-group names for animals. For completeness, a further sub-option B
within Option 2 allows precedence to the English version of Article 29.3.3 to
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be afforded only in this particular case, which would avoid other possible
disruptions.

(c) Option 3 resolves the situation by suppressing all conflicting and invalid but
available names based on Ortalis Fallén, 1810 (namely orRTALIDIDAE Fallén, 1810,
ORTALIDAE Fallén, 1810 and ortALISINI Acloque, 1897). This avoids the need to
address conflicts between the French and English versions of the Code and results in
the chachalacas having a standard stem which is easy to remember for users and more
acceptable to classical linguists. Donegan (2012)’s reliance upon an unusual appro-
priate stem under Article 29.6 and David (2014)’s usage of the full genus name would
both thereby be made retroactively unnecessary, making Ortalid- the correct stem
and oRTALIDINI the correct name under Articles 29.1 and 29.3.1.

10. The International Commission on Zoological Nomenclature is accordingly
asked:

Option 1

(1) to use its plenary power to rule that the family-group name ORTALIDAINI
Donegan, 2012 is available with this spelling and authorship, as a result of it
being formed based on an ‘appropriate’ stem for purposes of Article 29.6 of the
Code notwithstanding, to the extent this is relevant to ‘appropriateness‘ of the
stem Ortalida-, its nonconformity with the specifications of Article 29.3.3 of
the English edition of the Code in the event that an otherwise valid emendation
were to be attempted to be made thereto;

(2) to place on the Official List of Generic Names in Zoology the name Ortalis
Merrem, 1786 (gender: feminine), type species Phasianus motmot Linnaeus,
1766, by monotypy, the type genus of orRTALIDAINI Donegan, 2012; |

(3) to place on the Official List of Specific Names in Zoology the name motmot
Linnaeus, 1766, published in the binomen Phasianus motmot (the type species
of Ortalis Merrem, 1786);

(4) to place on the Official List of Family-Group Names in Zoology the name
ORTALIDAINI Donegan, 2012, with the endorsement that it is available with this
spelling and authorship as ruled in (1) above;

(5) to place on the Official Index of Rejected and Invalid Family-Group Names in
Zoology the name orRTALISINI David, 2014, deemed an unjustified emendation
of ORTALIDAINI Donegan, 2012.

Option 2:

(1) to use its plenary power to rule that the family-group name ORTALISINI
Donegan, 2012, a justified emendation by David (2014) of ORTALIDAINI
Donegan, 2012, 1s available with this spelling and authorship, notwithstanding
its homonymy (rendered irrelevant as a result of ruling (2) below) with
ORTALISINI Acloque, 1897 and, notwithstanding the rationale presented by
David (2014), on the basis that ORTALIDAINI Donegan, 2012 is an incorrect
original spelling not formed based on an ‘appropriate’ stem for purposes of
Article 29.6;

(2) to suppress for all nomenclatural purposes the family-group name ORTALISINI
Acloque, 1897,

(3) to rule under Article 89 that Article 29.3.3, line 6, of the French edition of
the Fourth Edition of the Code should read ‘ou‘ not ‘et” and that the
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corresponding text in the English edition (also found in other official language
editions of the Code, to the extent this English text is translated faithfully in
them) shall be deemed definitive:

(a) generally, henceforth;

(b) only in relation to the present case; ~

(4) to place on the Official List of Generic Names in Zoology the name Ortalis
Merrem, 1786 (gender: feminine), type species Phasianus motmot Linnaeus,
1766, by monotypy, the type genus of ORTALISINI Donegan, 2012;

(5) to place on the Official List of Specific Names in Zoology the name motmot
Linnaeus, 1766, as published in the binomen Phasianus motmot (the type
species of Ortalis Merrem, 1786);

(6) to place on the Official List of Family-Group Names in Zoology the name
ORTALISINI Donegan, 2012, a justified emendation by David (2014) of ORTAL-
IDAINI Donegan, 2012, with the endorsements that it is available with this
spelling and authorship as ruled in (1) above and that it is not to be deemed a
junior homonym of ORTALISINI Acloque, 1897, the latter having been sup-
pressed in (2) above;

(7) to place on the Official Index of Rejected and Invalid Family-Group Names in
Zoology the following names:

(a) ORTALIDAINI Donegan, 2012, an incorrect original spelling (not having
been formed based on an ‘appropriate’ stem under Article 29.6 of the
Code) of orRTALISINI Donegan, 2012;

(b) orTALISINI Acloque, 1897, as suppressed in (2) above.

Option 3:

(1) to use its plenary power to rule that the family-group name ORTALIDINI
Donegan, 2012, 1s available with this spelling and authorship, notwithstanding
its homonymy (rendered irrelevant as a result of ruling (2) below) with
ORTALIDIDAE Fallén, 1810;

(2) to suppress the following family-group names for the purposes of both the
Principle of Priority and Principle of Homonymy:

(a) ORTALIDIDAE Fallén, 1810;
(b) ORTALIDAE Fallén, 1810;
(¢) orTALISINI Acloque, 1897;

(3) to place on the Official List of Generic Names in Zoology the name Ortalis
Merrem, 1786 (gender: feminine), type species Phasianus motmot Linnaeus,
1766 by monotypy, the type genus of oRTALIDINI Donegan, 2012;

(4) to place on the Official List of Specific Names in Zoology the name motmot
Linnaeus, 1766, as published in the binomen Phasianus motmot (the type
species of Ortalis Merrem, 1786);

(5) to place on the Official List of Family-Group names in Zoology the name
ORTALIDINI Donegan, 2012, with the endorsements that it is available with this
spelling and authorship as ruled in (1) above and that it is not to be deemed a
junior homonym of orRTALIDIDAE Fallén, 1810, the latter having been sup-
pressed in (2) above; and

(6) to place on the Official Index of Rejected and Invalid Family-Group Names in
Zoology the following names:
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(a) ORTALIDAINI Donegan, 2012, an incorrect original spelling (under Articles
29.1 and 29.3.1 of the Code, as a result of the suppressions of names in (2)
above) of orRTALIDINI Donegan, 2012;

(b) orTALIDIDAE Fallén, 1810, as suppressed in (2) above;

(¢) orTALIDAE Fallén, 1810, as suppressed in (2) above;

(d) orrALIsINI Acloque, 1897, as suppressed in (2) above;

(e) ortALISINI David, 2014, deemed an unjustified emendation (under Articles
29.1 and 29.3.1 of the Code, as a result of the suppressions of names in (2)
above) of orTALIDINI Donegan, 2012.
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